Remarks 

Claims 1-26 are pending in the application. Claims 4 and 15 are indicated as having 
allowable subject matter. The specification has been amended. Claims 1, 10, 12, and 21 have 
been amended. Claims 4-7, 15-18, and 23-26 have been cancelled. Reconsideration and re- 
examination of the application is requested for the reasons set forth herein. 

1 . The Examiner has required an election of a single disclosed species for prosecution on 
the merits. Species 1 and claims 1-4, 8-15, and 19-26 were previously elected for prosecution 
on the merits with traverse on May 12, 2004, and claims 5-7 and 16-18 were withdrawn from 
further consideration. This election is hereby affirmed, and claims 5-7 and 16-18, which were 
previously withdrawn, have been cancelled in view of the amendments presented herein because 
they are drawn to a non-elected species. 

2. The Examiner has rejected claims 10 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter, which 
applicant regards as the invention. Specifically, the Examiner stated that the term "moulded" is 
confusing and unclear. 

The specification and claims 10 and 21 have been amended to change the term 
"moulded" to -formed— to clarify that which applicant regards as the invention. This change is 
being made to correct an obvious translation error that occurred when translating the application 
from German to English. These amendments do not add any new matter to the application, 
because the drawings clearly show a contact strip formed from a base. In view of these 
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amendments, removal of the rejection of claims 10 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 is respectfully 
requested. 

3. The Examiner has rejected claims 1-3, 8-11, and 23-26 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent No. 3,395,381 issued to Huffhagle in view of US Patent No. 
4,749,368 issued to Mouissie. 

Claim 1 has been amended to include all of the claim limitations of dependant claim 4, 
which has been indicated by the Examiner as being allowable if re-written in independent form 
to include all the limitations of its base claim and any intervening claims. Claim 4 has been 
cancelled. Because all of the claim limitations of claim 4 and its intervening claims have been 
added to claim 1, the combination of Huffhagle in view of Mouissie does not teach or suggest all 
of the claim limitations of claim 1. Removal of the rejection of claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
is respectfully requested. 

Claims 2-3 and 8-11 depend from independent claim 1 . As previously discussed, the 
combination of Huffhagle in view of Mouissie does not teach or suggest all of the claim 
limitations of claim 1. Because the combination of Huffhagle in view of Mouissie does not teach 
or suggest all of the claim limitations of claim 1, the combination of Huffhagle in view of 
Mouissie does not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations of claims 2-3 and 8-11. Removal 
of the rejection of claims 2-3 and 8-1 1 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) is respectfully requested. 

Claims 23-26 have been cancelled. The rejection of claims 23-26 therefore is moot. 
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4. The Examiner has rejected claims 12-14 and 19-22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent No. 4,669,798 issued to Damn et al. in view of US Patent No. 
4,749,368 issued to Mouissie. 

Claim 12 has been amended to include all of the claim limitations of dependant claim 15, 
which has been indicated by the Examiner as being allowable if re-written in independent form 
to include all the limitations of its base claim and any intervening claims. Claim 15 has been 
cancelled. Because all of the claim limitations of claim 15 and its intervening claims have been 
added to claim 12, the combination of Daum et al. in view of Mouissie does not teach or suggest 
all of the claim limitations of claim 12. Removal of the rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) is respectfully requested. 

Claims 13-14 and 19-22 depend from independent claim 12. As previously discussed, 
the combination of Daum et al. in view of Mouissie does not teach or suggest all of the claim 
limitations of claim 12. Because the combination of Daum et al. in view of Mouissie does not 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations of claim 12, the combination of Daum et al. in view 
of Mouissie does not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations of claims 13-14 and 19-22. 
Removal of the rejection of claims 13-14 and 19-22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) is respectfully 
requested. 

In view of the amendments and arguments presented herein, the application is considered 
to be in condition for allowance. Reconsideration and passage to issue is respectfully requested. 
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Please charge any additional fees associated with this application to Deposit Order 
Account No. 501581. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Wendling et al., Applicants 



Jemrifer Mae Slonaker 
Registration No. 50568 
Attorney for Applicants 
Phone: 717.399.1535 
Facsimile: 717.291.4660 
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